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### Title:
Panfilo M. Lacson vs. The Executive Secretary, et al. (Constitutionality of Sections 4 and 7 of
Republic Act No. 8249)

### Facts:
The case emerged from the incident on May 18, 1995, where eleven suspected Kuratong
Baleleng  gang  members  were  killed  in  Quezon  City  by  the  Anti-Bank  Robbery  and
Intelligence  Task  Group  (ABRITG),  composed  of  members  from  various  units  of  the
Philippine National  Police  (PNP)  and led  by  Chief  Supt.  Jewel  Canson.  Accusations  of
summary  execution  arose,  leading  to  the  Ombudsman’s  investigation  and  eventual
indictment  of  twenty-six  respondents,  including  Lacson,  Acop,  and  Zubia,  for  multiple
murder.

Following procedural motions and a reinvestigation, the Sandiganbayan accepted amended
informations,  demoting  Lacson,  Acop,  and  Zubia  to  accessories  after-the-fact.  They
contested the jurisdiction, invoking Republic Act No. 7975’s criteria that aligned the case
under the Regional Trial Court (RTC) due to the rank limitations of the accused. However,
during the pendency, R.A. No. 8249 was enacted, removing the word “principal” from the
jurisdictional clause and effectively restoring Sandiganbayan jurisdiction over the cases.

### Issues:
1. Whether Sections 4 and 7 of R.A. 8249 violate the right to equal protection of the laws.
2. If the retroactive application of R.A. 8249 constitutes an ex post facto law.
3. Whether the law violates the one-title-one-subject rule of the Constitution.
4. Determination of the proper jurisdiction for the trial of Criminal Cases Nos. 23047-23057.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court upheld the constitutionality of Sections 4 and 7 of R.A. 8249. It found no
evidence of bad faith in the enactment, noting that every law is presumed constitutional.
The Court determined that the classification made by the law was reasonable and the
retroactive application did not make it an ex post facto law, as it is not penal but procedural
in nature. Furthermore, the title of the law was deemed sufficiently comprehensive. On the
issue of jurisdiction, the Court held that the Sandiganbayan did not have jurisdiction over
the murder cases due to the lack of allegations showing that the offenses were intimately
connected to the official functions of the accused.

### Doctrine:
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The decision reiterated that the jurisdiction of a court is determined by the allegations in
the complaint or information and not by the outcome after trial. It also confirmed that a
law’s retroactivity in altering jurisdiction does not constitute an ex post facto application if it
is procedural and not punitive.

### Class Notes:
1. **Jurisdictional Principles:** The essential element for the Sandiganbayan’s jurisdiction is
the intimate connection between the offense charged and the discharge of official duties,
which must be specifically alleged in the information.
2. **R.A. No. 8249 Amendments:** This law modifies jurisdiction over cases involving public
officials by removing the requirement that jurisdiction applies only when one or more of the
principal accused are officials of a certain rank, broadening the Sandiganbayan’s scope.
3.  **Constitutional  Challenges:**  Legislation  enjoys  a  presumption  of  constitutionality.
Challenges must demonstrate clear, unequivocal breaches. Criteria for valid classification
involve  substantial  distinctions  related  to  the  law’s  purpose,  not  limited  to  present
conditions, and equal applicability to all members of the defined class.
4. **Retroactive Legislation and Ex Post Facto Laws:** Retroactive application of procedural
laws that change the jurisdiction of courts without increasing the punishment does not
violate constitutional prohibitions against ex post facto laws.

### Historical Background:
The case provides insight into the legislative and judicial mechanisms at play when defining
the jurisdictional reach of the Sandiganbayan amidst controversies involving public officials.
It highlights the tension between legislative intent, judicial interpretation, and constitutional
mandates in the context of high-profile criminal cases in the Philippines.


